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Hen Tfirft faw chat \Paraphlet hich _ 
_ on of, A Remonſtrance,, 
efs from the” Church 'y F Eoafing? 
Gb Touſes df Far Bae with' ſome fa 
' narkiupon Dr. Shetlock's Sermon, T1 was. 
not & curious to examine the Contents of that Paper, as to 
ſee what he had to ſay againſt that Sermon, which received ſo 
great an' Approbation from the "Houſe of Commons ; . and 
rurhing over the Page, I was ſoon dire&ted by the Margin co: 
the'place ; where I find theſe words prickt out for the ſubje& 
of his Remarks. | 
.;L deny wot, but ſome, who are Patifts, in Fade Junftures f af. | 
fabrs;uma _— have been very Doy4l\” but 7 am ſure the opiſh 
Religion is not ; the Engliſheman may Ve Loyal,. Bur wat the Pa-. 
fiſt; and yet there can-be no Feeurity of thafe meus Loyalty, 
whoſe Religion in any caſe teaches them to Rebel. ' Now this be- 
ing an Addreſs from the Church-of £g/ant, which is.ſfo well 
acquainted ' with 'Popiſh Loyalty,” ary ohe would in reafon. | 
have:expetted, that'rhe Potter {Hould havereceived a RePtic - 
mand! for-rouching” that NEW ſo'gently;' and'in my Con- 


ſcience, 


[2] FD 
ſcience, had any one attacked him there, he would have 
found more trouble, and been put to more ſhifts, in vindica- 
ting the Perſonal Loyalty of Papiſts, than in proving that the 
Popiſh Religion does not teach Loyalty : which is the Accu- 
fation brought againſt him by the Author of this Remoyſtrance ; 
that he charges the Popiſh Religion with being Diſloyal , 
though ſome who are Papiſts may be Loyal. . And I ſhould 
have wondered at the diſcretion of this Writer (had he given 
any Specimen of Wit or Underſtanding in any thing elle) that 
he would engage in ſo baffled a Cauſe. The better way had 
been to have thanked the Dofor tor his Complement, and 
to have left the Dofrine of their Church to have ſhifted for 
000 | 
But I confeſs, I have fo great a kindneſs for the DoCtor, that 
I am unwilling he ſhould continue under fo ſcandalous an Im- 
putation,. of having charged the Church of Rowe with any 
Do&rines which ſhe diſhowns, which had at all times been 
very wicked, but..at this. time had been folly and madneſs ; 
and therefore, not to enter into the Merits of the Cauſe, which 
this Writer has given no juſt occaſion. for, I ſhall onely ver 
briefly conſider, , what he urges in vindication of the Popiſh 
Loyalty. | | 
The firſt Argument he. uſes to prove, that their 
Remonſk. Religion. does not teach-them to Rebel, is becauſe: 
© they themſelves ( though they are very zealous for 
their Religion) deny that it does, Do both in their publick 
Writings and private Diſcourſes, . declare and maintain , that 
their Religion teaches no ſuch Dottrine, .autl that" they are.ready 
to maintain and” praftiſe true Loyalty, with the hazard of their 
Lives and Fortnnes. As for their praQtiſing true Loyalty," I 
ſhall civilly wave that, becauſe the DoQor has thought.fit to 
do fo, and therefore it is no Argument againſt him ; for it is 
no new thing for.men to ad contrary tothe Principles of their 
Religion, and ſometimes to be better than their Religion in its 
Juſt conſequences. teaches them $0 be, as-I charitably hope 
| many - 


—_ 


many Roman Catholicks are. But who are theſe men, and 
what is their Authority, who teach, that the Depoſing Here- 
tical Kings,' or thoſe who are Favourers of Hereticks, is no Do- 
QArine of the Church of Rome? I ſay, the Depofing Dodtrine ; 
for I grant, they do not teach Rebellion by that name: for 
when a Prince 1s depoſed by the Authority of their Church, 
they abſolve their Subje&s from their Fealty, and then it is 
no Rebellion to Rebel. And IT wiſh our Author had not ſome 
ſuch reſerve in thoſe doubtful terms, Rebelling and True Loy- 
alty: for to reſiſt and dethrown a depoſed Prince, is not Re- 
bellion, according to the DoQtrine of the Church of Rome; nor 
to defend him, 7rue Loyalty. | 
But does this Gentleman think, we have no other way of 

knowing the- Dottrine of their Church, but by what they 
fay, is the DofQrine of their Church > Suppoſe ſome of theſe 
—Jpyers be ſo ignorant, that they know not what is the Do- 
Ahine of their Church ; ſome ſo crafty, as to canceal it; 
ſome; ſo heretical-as to deny it, and to be cenſured, and ex- 
communicated for it at Rowe ; what does their ſaying ſo or fo 
ſignifietous? who have the authentick Decrees of their Popes 
and Councils. They are very angry with us, when we al- 
leadge the Teſtimonies of their private Doors, though of 
the greateſt Note and Eminency among them, whoſe Wri- 
tinps have been publiſhed with the greateſt Authority, and 
received with the greateſt Applauſe, and yet they have the 
modeſty to ſend us to an Iriſh Remonſtrance, and the Wris 
tings of P.W. or to the renowned Author of the Roman Ca- 
tholick Principles, to learn the Doctrine of the Church of 
Rome : admirable Vouchers for the Church of Rome, ſome of 
whom at leaſt are no better than Apoſtates themſelves, and 
are condemned for ſuch at Rome. | | 
Suppoſe we ſhould be perſwaded by the Authority and 
Rhetorick of this Author, that the Church of Rome does not 
teach the Depoſing DoCtrine, and ſhould aſſert it againſt all 
the Jeſuits -in the World, and one of them ſhould anſwer n 
| tne 
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the very words of this Remonſtrance. What reaſon harany man 
fo ſay, that our Religion does not teach us to Rebel (that is 'to 


Depoſe and Murder Heretical Princes) when we whoare ſo jea+ - 


lous of our Religion, that we valuntarily ſuffer the loſs of our E, 
Rates, our Liberties, and our Lives, rather than renownce the 
leaf? tittle of it ; do both in our publick Writings and private 
Diſcourſes, declare aud maintain that our Religion does teach the 
Depoſing Dotrine, and that we are ready to maintain and pra- 
iſe it with the hazard of our Lives and Fortunes What a 
fine caſe are we in now! when the Doctrine and Practice of 
the Jeſuits proves, that the Depoſing DoQtrine is the Dodrine 
of the Church of Row?#; and the Dodrine and PraGtice. (fays 
our Author) of ſome other nameleſs Party proves, that it. is not 
the Dofrine of the Church of Rowe ;_ and yet 1 ſee no reaſon, 
why the Jeſuits may not paſs for as good Catholicks as any other 
Order amongſt them, nor why Baronius, and Be/armine, and 
Suarez, &c. may not be thought as good Catholick DoGors, 
as ſome few late Writers. This Argument then will prove 


.nothing becauſe it proves both parts of a contradiction to be 


true, that the Depoſing Doftrine is, and is not, the DoCtrine 
of the Church of Rome. 

Had he ingenuouſly acknowledged , that the Depoſing 
Dofrine had been decreed and practiſed by their Popes and 
| General Councils, that no Pope or Council ſince Gregory the 
Seventh had ever condemned it, that the Jeſuits do ſtill main- 


tain it, and yet in the late Cenſure of ſome other Jefuitical 


DoQrines, the preſent Pope thought fit to let the Depoſing 
Doctrine eſcape without cenſure; but notwithſtanding this, 
they did utterly diſown ir, and would do fo, though they 
:knew the Church of Rome had defined it, or ever hereafter 
thould do fo, this had been ſomething to the purpoſe to fatis- 
#ie-both Prince and People of their Loyalty. But to fay, 


+that-this is not the Do@rine of the Church of Rome, is to out» 


tace all mankind, who have eyes in their heads, and skill e- 


nough to read the Decrees of their Popes and Councils; and 
to 


$-% & Y 3 EO. 
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to found their Loyalty upon chis ſuppoſition, that the Depo- 


fing DoArine is not the Dottrine of the Church, gives too 


great a ſuſpicton that if this were rhe Dodrine of the Church 
of Rome, or ever ſhould be fo, or they ſhould ever be convin- 
ced that 1s fo, then they would be for the depoſing of Princes 
too; and whatever ſome little inferiour People in Commu- 
nion with the Church of Rome think of theſe matters, while 
the governing part of the Church believes otherwiſe, as they 
certainly do at this day, (if the Pope and his Adherents are 
the governing part) Princes have no ſecurity, that Popes 
will not challenge and exercife this authority, but their want 
of power to do it; and this, I am ſure, is wholly owing to 


the Reformation: for till Princes. had Subjets who valued 


not the Popes authority, they themſelves were the Popes 
Vaſſals, and muſt.neceſfarily be fo again, could they extin- 
guifh this peftilent Herefie, the great fault of which is, that 
it has given ſtrength and ſecurity to Princes, by weakening 
the Pope. 


Bur our Author proceeds: *7s true, ſome perſons in com- 


munion with Rome have broached Tenents inconſiſtent with Loy= 
alty'; but 'tis trae likewiſe, their Books have been condemned 
and barnt ( as they often tell us) by the publick 'Executioner. 
It is true indeed, Mariana's Book de Rege & Regis inſtitutione, 


Suarez defenfio fid. Cath. & Sanftarellus Trattatus de Fiereft, 


and-it may be: fame others, were condemned to be burnt by 
the Parliament at Paris; but: no thanks to the Church of 
Rome for this, who never condemned theſe DoCtrines. It is 


faid indeed, that Mariana's Book was cenſured by the Pope ; 


and it is true, the Pope did cenſure one. of his Books, as we 
learn from Alegambe in Biblioth, Script. Societ. Feſus p. 258. 
but not that de Rege-which was burnt at Paris : And as for 
Sanfarellus, his Book was printed at Rome by the expreſs al- 
lowance of Y:telleſcus the General of the Jeſuits; and when 


the Parliament of Paris took great offence at it,. and examin- | 


ed ſome of the Jeſuits what they thought of it, Father Coro 
ant 


_ 
ba.” 4 


dy 
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anſwered, that they diſliked it. And being farther asked, 
how they could diſapprove what-their General allowed, he 
replied, That their General being at Rome, could do no leſs. 
Upon this they enquire what they would do, it they were at 
Rome ; the Jeſuit frankly anſwered, They ſhould think as 
they do at Rome, as Gramondus relates. And how this proves 
that the Churcl1 of Rome is ſuch an Enemy to the Depoſing 
and King-killing Dodrine, I cannot tell : for it ſeems, that 
thoſe who upon ſome prudent conſiderations may condemn 
ſuch DoQrinesat Paris or Loudon, may prove good Catholicks 
at Rome, ſuch influence has a different Climate upon ſome 
mens Faith. | aps 
But he addes, 7he Roman Catholicks do frequently declare, 
that it is an Article of Paith in their Church, and expreſly de- 
clared in the Council of Conſtance, that the King-killing , Do- 
Arine, or Murder of Princes Excommunicated for Hereſie, is dam- 
nable and FHeretical, as being contrary to the known Laws of God 
and Nature. | 0 
But. whatever the Roman Catholicks declare: ( which we 
have but one nameleſs: Author's word for, the 
Roman Cathol. Author of the Roman Catholigk Principles, who 
principles, p. 6. G . | 4 
yet aſlignes this as the dig reaſon , why many 
Catholicks of tender Conſciences refuſe the Oath of Allegj- 
ance, becauſe they cannotrrenounce the Depoſing DoG&trine as 
heretical ; which is ſtrange, if, as he ſays, the Council of Cox- 
ſtance has condemned it as damnable and heretical) I am 
ſure the Council of Conſtance declares no ſuch thing. He di- 
res us to Sefſ. 15. of that Council, where indeed I find this 
Propoſition condemned : Quilibet Tyrannus poteft & deter. 
| That any Tyrant may and ought lawfully and meri- 
_— "2 foriouſly be killed by any of his Vaſſals and Saljefts 
by treachery or flattery, notwithſtanding any Oath 
| of Fealty, Non expeQtata fententia vel mandato judicis cujuſ- 
cunque, without expecting the Sentence or Command of any Fudge. 
So that the Council condemns the killing of a Tyrant, not 
| | | of 


+ 26 
of a Heretick ; and the killing of a Tyrant who is not con« 
demned and depoſed, not of one who.is excommunicated for 
Hereſie, And that laſt clauſe, without expecting the Sentence 
and Command of any Fudge, ſuppoſes that it is no fault to do 
it, but may be a very lawful and meritorious ad, to kill fuch 
Princes as are depoſed by ſuperiour Judges, that is, by the Pope 
or Council, which is the onely Authority that ever pretended 
to judge or depole Soveraign Princes: and there- &«,.... Diſcs; 
fore when Suarez was urged with this Decree, f4. lib. 6. cap. 
he anſwers, Where do you find in the Aﬀts if that * ; 
Council, that this extends to Princes Excommunicated or Depoſed 
by the Pope. | | 

This Council of Conſtance owns the fourth | bs. 
Council-of Lateran for a General Council, , C9 Confance. 

| | « 39%. 
and Decrees, that every new-eletted Pope be- | 
fore the publication of his EleCtion , ſhall profeſs to main- 
tain this among other General Councils, to the leaſt tittle, . 
with the expence of his hte and bloud ; and therefore what 
the Dottrine of this Council was about Depoſing Princes, we 
may learn from the Council of Lateran, which expreſly de- 
fines, That if the Temporal 


$1 vero dominus temporalis requiſitus & 


Lord being required and ad- 
moniſhed by the Church, ſhall 
neglett to purge his Country 
from the filth of Hereſie , he 
ſhall he Excommunicated by 
their Metropolitan and his 
Suffragan Biſhops ; and if he 
neglett to make ſatisfaction 
within a year , this ſhall be 
ſignified to the Pope, that from 
thenceforth he may declare his 
Subjects Abſolved from their 
Fealty, and expoſe his Country 
to be ſeized by Catholicks, who 


* 


monitus ab Eccleſia, terram ſuam purgare 
neglexerit ab hac Hzretica fzditate, per 


 Metropolitanum & c#teros Comprovinci- 


ales Epiſcopos excommunicationis vinculo 
innoderur, & 1 fatisfacere contempſerir 
infra annum, ſignificetur hoc ſummo pon- 
rifict, ut cx tunc ipſe Vaſſallos ab cjus fi- 
delitate denunciet abfolutos, & terram ex- 
ponat Catholicis occupandum,qui eam,ex- 
rerminatis hzreticts,fine ul!a contradiftio- 
ne poſſideant, & in'fide1 puricate conſer- 
vent, falvo jure Domin1 Principalis, dum- 
modo ſuper hoc ipſe nullum przſtet obſta- 
culum, nec aliquod impedimentum oppo- 
nat; eadem nihilo minus lege ſcrvata cir- 
ca eos, qui non habent Dominos Princi- 


pales. Concil. To. 11. p. 148, 149. Edit, 
( abb, 
13 ſhall 


[8] 

| fhall poſſeſs it without any contradiftion, and preſerve it in the 
purity of the Faith, provided the principal Lord may receive uo 
damage by it, if he do nothing to hinder theſe proceedings; and 

- yet the ſame Law ſhall be obſerved as to thoſe who have no 
principal Lords over them, That is, all Soveraign Princes, and, 
Emperours, who are liable to the Sentence of Excomfaunica- | 
tion and Deprivation, if they do not purge their Dominions 


of Hereſie. Now this I take to be Depoſing DotQtrine. 
But we need not go to the Council of Lateras to learn the 
ſence of the Council of Conſtance in this point. 


Concil. Co 
Seſl. 45 


"j- . Pope Martin the Fifth, in his Bull for confirma» 


tion of this Council, ſpeaks very home to the 


Caſe, That.,all Hereticks, and their followers of both Sexes, and 


Omnes & ſingulos Hzreticos hujuſmod, 
necnon Seatores ipſarum hexreſum & er- 
rorum utriuſque ſexas, renentes & etiam 
defendentes eoſdem, & Hzreticis ipfis quo 
modo libet publice vel occulte in divinis 
vel alias participantes, etjamfi Patriarcha- 
Ii, Epiſcopali, Regali, Reginali, Ducali, 
aut al1i quavis Eccleſtaſtica vel Mundana 
przfulgeant dignitate--------Excommunt- 
catos " _— diebus dominicis & feſtivis 
in przſentia populi nuntietis, & per altos 
nuntiari faciatis : Et nihil ominus contra 
eoſdem omnes & ſingulos, utriuſque ſexus, 
hujuſmod! errores tenentes, approbantes, 
defendentes, dogmatizantes, ac fautores & 
receptatores, & defenſores corundem, ex- 
emprtos & non exemptos,& quemlibert 1pſo- 
rum, cujuſcunque dignitatis, ſtatus prze- 

minentiz, gradus, ordinis, vel conditionis 
= prefertur) exiſtant, autoritate noſtra 
tligenter inquirere ſtudeatis, & eos quos 
per 1nquifitionem hujuſmod!1 defamatos,vel 
per confeſſionem eorum ſeu per fat! evi- 
dentiam, vel alias hujuſmod1 hzrefis, aut 
erroris labe reſperſos reperietis, auRoritate 
przdi&a etiam per excommunicationis, 
ſuſpenſionis,& interdi&1, necnon privatio- 
nis dignitatum,perſonatuum & offictorum, 
aliorumg; bencficiorum Eccleſiaſticorum, 
.ac feudorum, quz a quibuſcumg; Ecclefiis, 
Monaſteriis ac aliis locjs Ecclefiaſticis ob- 
tincnt,ac etiam bonorum & dignicatum [X- 


thoſe who hold and defend ſuch 
Herefies, or communicate with 
ſuch Fereticks publickly or ſe- 
cretly, in Religious Offices or a= 
ny other way, though they ſhine 
in the Dignity of Patriarchs , 
Arch-Bifhops, Biſhops, Kings, 
ueens, Dukes, or any other 
Ecclefraſtical or Secular Title, 
ſhall be pronounced Excom- 
municate in the preſence of the 
People, every Sunday and Fo- 
Ply. = And that the Archbie 
ſhops, Biſhops and Inquiſitors, 
ſhall by our Authority diligent- 
ly inquire concerning them who 
hold, defend, or receive ſuch 
Flerefies and Errours, of what 
Dignity, State, Preheminence, 
Degree, Order, or Condition ſo- 
ever they are : and if they be 
found guilty, ſhall by the fore- 
ſaid Authority proceed against 
them 


of AR Nt 
, | - Ccularium ac graduum ſcientiarum quarum- 
them by p uniſh ments of Ex cunque facultatum, & per alias poenas, ſen- 


communication, Suſpen on, In» tentias, & cenſuras Eccleſiaſticas, ac vias & 


/ vation modos, quos ad hoc expedire, ſeu oppor- 
a8, are of wy PERO tunos eſſe videritis, etiam per capriones & 


of their Dignittes, Offices, and incarcerationes perſonarum, 8 alias poenas 
Benefices Ecclefraſtical, and al- corporales, quibus hzretici puniuntur, ſeu 


þo of their Secular Dignities for neur aa lene jor canoes 
and Honours ; and by any other 

Penalties, Sentences, Eccleſiaſtical Cenſures, which they ſhall judge 
fittings eal8 by taking and impriſoning their Perſons, and execu- 
Ying upon them any _ Puniſhments with which Hereticks uſe 
to be puniſhed, according to the Canonical Sanftions, This is the 
Council, which our Author tells us expreſly declares, that the 
King-killing DoQrine or Murder of Princes excommunicated 
for Hereſie, is damnable and heretical, as being contrary to the 
known Laws of God and Nature ; and yet tor ought I can 
perceive by this Bull, the greateſt Emperour in the world, if 
hebe a Heretick, or a Favourer of Hereticks, it the Pope have 
as much power as authority, may be burnt, as Fohn Fuſs, and 
Ferom of Prague, were by this Council. 

The account of that Article, Quzlibet Tyrannus, in ſhort is 
this : The Duke of Burgundy had cauſed Lewis Duke of Orleans 
to be murdered ; Fohannes Parvus a Divine of Paris, tojuſtifie 
this aCtion, defended that Propoſition, That a Tyrant might 
be killed by any of his SubjeCts, without expeCting the Sen- 
tence or Command of any Judge ; which — _ 

Mariana aſſerts tobe certainly true, and that AO api he” 
: a » part 2. P. 162+ 

the onely difficulty is to know, who isa Ty- 
rant. So that this is a true Commonwealth-Principle, like 
the ſeventeenth Article of John Wickleff, which was condem- 
ned alſo in this Council ; Populares poſſunt ad ſuum arbitrium 
dominos delinguentes corrigere. The people may corre@ their 
Lords or Governours, when they do amis, according to their 
own will-and pleaſure. And this T grant is not the Doftrine 
of the Church of Rome, which reſerves this power wholly to 
it ſelf, though it has been defended by many Jefuits, ſuch as 
Mariana and Sxarez, from whence our late Rebels learnt their 
B 2 Mavits 


[10] 
Maxims of Government. But theſe two Queſtions ought to 
be carefully diſtinguiſhed, - or elſe we may indeed injure the 
Church of Rome ; Whether the People have an inherent right 
in themſelves to Depoſe, or Puniſh, or Murder Tyrannical 
Princes ; and whether the Pope have authority to Depoſe 
Princes for Hereſie or other cauſes, and to Abſolve their Sub- 
\ jects from their obedience : 'The firſt is not the Doctrine of 
the Church, (though it be of many Jeſuits) but isexpreſly con- 
demned by this Council; though Mariana truly oblerves, that 
the condemnation of this Propoſition, Quzlzbet Tyrannus,is not 
confirmed by the Popes Bull, as the condemnation of the Are 
ticles of Wickleff and ſs expreſly is ; which gives fome luſpt- 
cion, that he did not much like it, eſpecially conſidering what 
Gerſon tells us, that this DoQtrine of Fohan. Parvus was branch- 
ed out into nine Articles, and he was very zealous to have had 
them all diſtintly condemned, but could not obtain it ; and 
therefore complains , Errorem i/lum non ſufficienter ſed valde 
diminute damnatum eſſe, That this Errour was not ſufficiently, | 
but very imperte&ly condemned ; whuch he attributes to that - 
kindneſs many of them had for the Duke of Burgundy. How- 
ever, I do not find this Doctrine defined in any of their Ge- 
neral Councils, and it is condemned (though Gerſon ſays im- 
perfetly) in this, and theretore is not tobe accounted the Do- 
Etrine of the: Church of Rowe, But as for the Popes Depoling 
power, it 15 not onely aſſerted by Jeſuits, but decreed by their 
Councils, and theretore mult be accounted the Doctrine: of 
their Church. | 
But our Author procceds : That no Catholicks, as Catholicks, - 
believe that the Pope hath any direft or indirett authority over the 
Temporal Power and Furiſdittion of Princes : ſo that if the Pope 
ſhall pretend to abſolve or diſpence with his Majeſties Subjedts 
from their Allegiance upon account of Herefie and Schiſm , ſuch 
Diſpenſation would be vain and null, and all Catholick Subjefs 
(notwith[landing ſuch Diſpenſation or Abſolution) would be ſtill 
bound in Conſcience to defend their King and Country, at the ha- 
zard of their Lives and Fortanes,even againf} the Pope himſelf,in 
| caſe 
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caſe he ſhould invade the Nation. And yet we ſee that Popes 
challenge this Depoſing power,and their Councils own and dc- 
cree it; and where to find the Roman Catholick Faith, bur in 
the Decrees of their Popes and Roman Catholick General 
Councils, I cannot gueſs. And if we may take and leave what 
we pleaſe of their Councils, and be good Catholicks ſtill, I fee 
no reaſon why we may not reje& the Decrees of their Councils 
_ about Tranſubſtantiation, Purgatory, Indulgences,the Invoca- 
tion of Saints, and Worſhip ot Images, and continue as good 
Catholicks as they ate,: who renounce the Authority of their 
Councils as to the Depoling Doctrine. I am ſure the Council 
of Conflance would have condemned theſe men for Hereticks, 
who ſhould preſume to reje& any Dofctrine, which this or 0- 
ther General Councils had determined ; for in the Bull of Mar- 
tin V. in the Articles of Inquiry after Hereticks, they were to 
ask them this Queſtion among others : Whether he believed, 
that what this holy Council of Conſtance, repreſenting the Uui- 
verſal Church, hath approved and doth approve in favour of the 
Faith, and the ſalvation of Souls, is to be held and ap- concil. To. 
proved of all Chriſtian people ; and what it hath and 12. p. 268: 

doth condemn as contrary to Faith and. good Manners, that is to be 
held, and b:lieved, and profeſſed by them to be condemned. 

It were caſic to multiply Teſtimonies to this purpoſe; as 
the Depoſition of the Emperour Frederick II. in the General 
Conncil at Lyous by Pope Zunocent IV. the- Breve of Paul V. 
to the Englith Catholicks, againſt taking the Oath of Alle- 
giance ; but my Author has given no occaſion to proceed any 
farther. He appeals to the General Council of Conſtance, and 
I joyn iſſue with him here, and leave it to every man tojudge, 
whether that Council has decrecd the King-killing Dofrine, 
or Murder of Princes Excommunicated tor Hereſie, to be 
damnable and heretical, | 

The firſt of thoſe three Treatiſes againſt the Oath of Alle» 
giance, which are publiſhed by the Title of The Feſuits Loyalty, 
proves at large that the Depoſing Dodrine is the Dofrine of 
the Church of Rome, by ſeveral very material Arguments, * 

| x, "That 


[12] | 

7. *That Popes have taught it as found Doftrine, proving it 
*from Scriptureand Tradition, and condemned the contrary as 
* erroneous in Faith, pernicious to Salvation,-wicked folly and 
* madneſs, and inflicted Cenſurcs on them that held it. 

2. *That Popes have in the higheſt Tribunals of the Church 
* depoſed Soveraign Princes, and abſolved their SubjeQs from 
their Allegiance ; and this with the advice and conſent of 
* their Councils,.and not onely Patriarchal, but ſometimes e- 
-< ven General. | 
_ 3. *That Popes, and General Councils by them confirmed, 

-* have denounced -Excommunication to ſuch as ſhould obey 
-* their Princes after ſuch Sentence of Depoſition and Abſolution 
* of their Subje&s from their Allegiance. 

4. *That a General Council, confirmed by the Pope, hath 
'© made a Cannon-law, regulating the manner of Depoſing 
+* Princes in ſome caſe, and abſolving their Subje&s from their 
** Allegiance. | 

5. *Thar all Catholick Divines and Cafuiſts that have trea- 
*ted of it, from the firſt to the laſt, (after Ca/vir's time) in all 
* the ſeveral Nations of Chriſtendom, have aſſerted this power 
*of the Pope, without fo much as one contradifting it in all 
© that time. | 
. 6. "That all Catholick Emperours, Kings, (yea, even they 

* that were depoſed) States, Magiſtrates, and Lawyers, and fi- 

-* nally all the Catholicks in the world, for the time being, have 
* (by tacit conſent at leaſt) approved and received this Do&rine 
© of Popes, Divines and Caſuiſts, and theſe Cenſures, Canons, 
* and Practices of Popes and General Councils. 

This is enough in all Conſcience, if 1t be well proved (as I 
think truly the greateſt part of it 1s) to prove the Depoſing Do- 
crine to be the DoQrine of the Church of Rowe ; and when 
there is ſo great and potent a Party among themſelves, who 
appear fo zealous in this Cauſe, I cannot underſtand what 
fault the Door committed in charging them with that which 
they are ſoambi* ous to be charged with. It it bea Calumny, 
Popes 
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Popes and Councils, Divines and Caſuiſts and Lawyers,are the * 
Authors of the Calumny (not thoſe who believe it upon their 
report) who are the propereſt Judges, what authority it is 
they challenge; and all the world knows what it is they.exer- 

ciſe as often as they can, | 

| There is indeed an Anſwer given to this Treatiſe by one of 
thoſe Catholick Divines (as they call themſelves) who wall 
not own this to be the Doctrine of the Church. I read it 0- 
ver with great zeal and expeCtation to ſee it confuted, which I 
profeſs I ſhould have been very glad to have ſeen fairly done : 
for I take no pleaſure in the Errours and Miſtakes of any 
Church ; and I think he has proved, that thoſe Kings and Em- 
perours who were depoſed, did not like the Depoſing Doctrine, - 
as any one would gueſs; and I confeſs, I thought it at firſt a 
bold attempt in the Author of that Treatiſe to prove the 
contrary, Which is the onely matter of fa&t, wherein he has 
apparently the better of his Adverfary ; but as for other mat- 
ters (excepting the Opiniens of all Catholick Divines and 
Caſuiſts before Calvin, which may admit of ſome debate) he 
yields it all, and laughs at his Adverfary for taking ſo much 
pains to prove what no body denies, viz. that.Popes have 
taught this Do@rine, that Popes and Councils have made ſuch. 
Degrees, and have aQually executed them upon Kings and- 
Emperours; and that their moſt eminent Divines and Caſuiſts. 
have defended this DoCrine, and juſtified ſuch Decrees and 
Practices: but yet he ſays, all this does not prove it to be the 
Doctrine of their Church, nor de fide. | 

Now this does not concern the Do@&or, who did not med- 
dle with their Church nor Articles of Faith, but aſſerted that 
{ the Popiſh Religion is not Loyal, and that in ſome caſes it 

teaches SubjeQs to Rebel. Now if the Do@rine and Decrees 
of Popes and Councils be no part of the Popiſh Religion, 
whether they be in a ſtri& ſence Articles of Faith or not; 
if the Decrees of Councils to depoſe Heretical Princes or the 
Favourers of Hereticks, and to abſolve their Subjes from 
their 
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their Allegiance, do not teach Subjects to Rebel in ſuch caſes, 
then indeed the Doftor may be miſtaken, eſpecially if it be-a- 
ny comfort to a depoſed Prince,:that he 1s depoled by vertue 
of a Decree of Popes and Councils; but yet the Popes power 
of Depoling Princes, 1s no Article of Faith. 

But yet it may be of good ule to ſet. this matter in a clear 
light, and to hear the utmoſt that can be ſaid to vindicate 
the Church of Rome trom tcaching fo pernicious a DoQrine as 
'this. And what the Anſwerer to the firſt Treatiſe againſt the 
Oath of Allegiance ſays, is contained in a narrow compaſs, 
and I ſhall reduce it intoas eaſie a method asI can. The truth 
.is, I generally like what he ſays very well, and think he has 
proved that it ought not tobe the Dctrine of the Church, and 
that no man is bound to beheve it, whatever Church teaches 
it ; but TI think he has not proved, that it is not the DoEtrine of 
rhe Church of Rome. He trankly acknowledges, that this De- 
poſing DoErine has been taught by Popes, and has been des. 
creed by General Councils (which our Remonſtrancer denies) 
let us hear then how he vindicates the Church of Rowe from 
teaching ſuch a Doftrine, and truly Icannot find that he ever 
attempts it. 

1. He ſays indeed this is not the DoCtrine of the Church, 
and we believe it is not, if by Church he means the Univerſal 
Church of all Ages ; but yct it may be the Doctrine of the 
Church of Rome, which teaches a great many Dectrines which 
the Primitive and Apoſtolica! Churches never heard of : and 
therefore though it be true what he ſays, That all the Ages be- 

fore Gregory the Seventh were poſitively against the 
P. 18, Depoſing Doftrine ; That this was a Dotlrine brought in 
P. 10, 71 the Eleventh Century, against the Judgement and Pra- 

ffice of Ten before; That the Fathers were not of this 
mind; and a great deal to this purpoſe : yet this does not prove 
that rhe preſent Church of Rome does not teach this Doctrine; 
which 1s plain matter of faCt tobe ſeen in the Decrees of their 
Popes and Councils, as he himſelt acknowledges. 


Thus 
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Thitis ke provesy: Thatithis Dodtrine is nov an Article of: 
Faith : For two things are neceſſary to make an Article of 
Faith. Firſt, That the Point have been originally revealed by 
Chrizt ; Aud Secondly, That this Revelation have been preſer- 
ved by an uninterrupted and uniform Praitice of the'Paithe' 
ful ; and if any of | thiſe.conditions are wanting , he dewies 
any engavement of the Church in theſe concerns , or that the 
Church has believed,taug ht,or pradtiſed this Depoſine Dottrine: 
that is to ſay , If any Church teaches ſuch DoQrines, as 
have not the true CharaGters of” Articles of: Faith, ſhe does 
not teach true Articles! of Faith ; but yet fuch Doarines 
may: be Articles of Faith in the Church of Rome , though 
they be not Articles of the Catholick -Faith ; for if no 
Church can make Articles of Faith for her (elf, which are 
not Articles of the Catkolick Faith, then no Church can be 
guilty of Herefie, for ſhe rrever can have an heretical Faith, 
if nothing can be the Faith of the Church, but what is' Ca- 
tholick; which indeed is the only expedient I know of in the 
World, to. prove the Church of- Rome not to be guilty of 
Hereſfie ;, but then it will juſtifie all other Churches, as well 
as the Church of Rowe. TUES 

I thought all different Churches or Communions of 


Chriſtians had been diſtinguiſht from each other by their 


Articles of Faith, and Ecclefiaſtical Policy, their Canons , 
or Laws of Diſcipline ; and if [ would know, what- is 
the DoQrine, Government, -or Diſcipline ofthe: Church 
of Rome,or of the-Chutch of Zag/amd,T-muft not enquire 
cither what the Scripture teaches, or what was taught ma- 
ny Ages ſince by the Primitive Fathers , but muſt examine 


| the Authentick Records of theſe Churches, the Decrees of 


Popes and Councils, their Articles and Canons ; for it is 
impoſſible to know-,, what 1s / believed and praiſed inthe 
Chureh of Rome; or Fng land at this day , but by ſuchRe- 
cords 2 What is the true Catholick Faith , and what is the 
Faith of the Church of 'Rowme , of of the Church of Fxv- 

| C land, 
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land, are two very different Queſtions, apd-muſt be proved 
different ways ; we muſt learn the Catholick Faith of the 
Church from the Doarine of the Scriptures,or the Writings 
of the Primitive Fathers;but we muſt learn the Faith of the 
Church of Rome , or England, or any other Church , by 
their own W ritings,confirmed by the higheſt Authority that 
is in ſuch a Church : And therefore as we mult learn the 
DoErine of the Church of Zxg/azd,from our Articles and 
Canons, ſo we muſt learn the Dottrine of the Church of 
Rome, by the Definitions, Decrees, Conſtitutions, Canons 
of Popes and Councils , whoſe Authority is received and 
acknowledged in the Church of Rome ; and as he , who 
renounces the 39 Articles, or any of them, does ſo far ſepa- 
rate from the Church of Z#z2land , and renounce its Au- 
thority and Communion; ſo do thoſe , who renounce the 
Decrees and Definitions. of Popes and Councils, ſo far 
forth renounce the Church of Rome , the Doctrine , Go- 
vernment , and Diſcipline of it. And as it would be ab- 
{urd ro ſay, That the Church of Z2/azd does not renounce 
Tranſubſtantiation, becauſe this Author thinks, it is a Ca- 
tholick Doftrine , ſo it is equally ablurd to ſay, That this 
Dottrine of -Depoſing Princes, is not the Doctrine of the 
Church of Rome, though taught by Popes and Councils, 
that is, by the higheſt Authority of that Church , becauſe 
this Author-beligves, That,notwithſtanding what Popes and 
Councils ſay,it is not the DofQrine of. the Univerial Church 
i0.all Ages ; which is a good reaſon indeed to prove, That 
we ought not to receive ary Doctrines, though taught by 
the Church of Rome, but is no proof,that this is not taught 
by ou Church of Rowe. ve 

*Thus 1t is nothing to-the purpoſe , as far as we are con- 


cerned 1n this Controverſie, Whether Popes.or Councils be 
Fallible or Infallible, Whether what they decree be an Article 

of Faith, or not, Whether it betrue or falſe ; for if the Popes 
and their Councils be the higheſt Authority in the Chargh 
| 0 
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of Rome, we muſt learn from them, What is the DoQrine 
of the Church of Rowe, be it true or falſe, as we do, what 
the DoArine of the Church of Z#z2/arnd is, from the Arti- 
cles and Canons agreed on in Convocation; though we do 
not pretend that the Convocation is Infallible, or that what 
they derermine muſt be true, becauſe they determine it. 
All the little (not to ſay ſenceleſs) Diftindtions , which 
this Anſwerer uſes , tend only to prove, That what is de- 
creed by Popes and Councils, is not therefore the Dottrine 
of the Church, that is, of the Univerſal Catholick Church, 
unleſs it have the confirmation of Catholick Tradition, 
which I will eaſily grant him; but yet it may, and muſt be 
the DoCtrine of the preſent Church of Rome , if itbe de- 
termined by all the Authority, that is in that Church : For 
that isthe DoCtrine of any Church, which is agreed on,and 
determined by the higheſt Authority in it; and I know no 
greater Authority in the Church of Rome,than that of Popes 
and Councils ; and therefore the Depoſing DoQrrine being 
defined and decreed by Popes and Councils /as he himſelf 
acknowledges muſt be the Doctrine of the Church of Rox. 
2. No ſays this Anſwerer, Councils have made a Canon- 
for the Depoſing heretical Princes, but have not defined, 
That the Pope or Council have Authority to do it. Coun- 
cils uſe to define thoſe things, which they intend we ſhould be 
obltzed to believe, To make a Canon is one thing, to define is 
another, Decreeing and Suppoſing are plainly not defining; and 
therefore this Depoſing Doarine is no Article of Faith in 
the Church of Rome ; nor are they bound to beleive it, be- 
cauſe though it has been decreed, it has not been defined in 
any Council. An admirable Apology for the Church of 
Rome The Conncil of Lateran (lays this Anſwerer) made 4 


P. 13. 


Decree concerning Depoſit ion, the Council of Lyons aſſented ts Þ. 14. 


an altual Depoſition z, therefore they were both” perſwadedghey 
or the Pope, had power to depoſe.” 7, for my part, fee not 
what more can be made of it. And for my part, I ſee not 
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what more need be'made of it, to juſtifie'the DoCtor,or any 
one <lſe; who charges the Church of Xeme, with the Depo- 
ſing DoQrine: He may'difpute with his Adverſary,it he 
plcaies, Whether ſuch a Depoſing Canon ,prove the Depo- 
ſing DoQrine to be an Article of Faith z but I think it is 
much at cnz, Whether a Prince be depoſed by an Article of 
- Faith, or by a Decree or Canon. If that Canon, which 
decreesthe Depoſing of Princes;and Abſolving their Subjeas 
from their Allegiance, tcaches'/SubjeAs to rebel, and the 
Church of Rome has mayle ſuch a Canon, (as evidently 
they have, if Romay Carholick General Councils be the 
Repreſentative of that Church ) I think it. does not mend 
the matter much, wherher the Depoſing DoQrine be an Ar- 
ticle of Faith or not. And yet 1- am not ſatisfied, but,that 
to decree what {hall be done,includes a virtual Definition of 
that DoQrine, on which that Decree is founded. To decree, 
that an heretical Prince tall be Depoſcd ſignifies ſomething 
more than a bare Nefinition , that an Heretical Prince may 
be. depoſed and I believe all mankind,who have nor lolt 
common ſenſeby Metaphyſical Subtilities,havealwaystaken 
it forgranted, Thata Decree includes a Definition. Nay to 
decree without a Dectinition , ſuppoſes the Depoſing Do- 
Arine, whereon the Decree of Depoſition is founded, to be 
{o univerſally receivedand acknowledged, that there was no 
need of an expreſs Definition ; which, 1 think, ties it as 

hard upon the Church of Rome,as any Definition could do. 
The Sum 1s this : This Anſwerer acknowledges, That 
Popes and Councils have decreed the Depoling Doctrine, but 
will by no- means grant, that this is the DoCtrine of the. 
Church, (there by meaning,the UniverſalChurch ofallages) 
nor that they are bound to believe it, and I readily grant 
him all this, but do till averr, That it is the DoQarine of the 
preſent Church of Rowe ; which is all that I intend to 
prove, for I never thought it was' the Doctrine of the true 
 Catholick Church, orthatany Chriſtian ought to-+believe 
- It, 
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it... As the Church of Rome is diſtinguiſhed from other 


Communions of Chrifijans, we have noother way to learn 
what ſhe teaches but from Popes and 'Councils, whoare the 
higheſt Authority inthat Church, and taey teach the Depo- 
ſing Doctrine; and therefore thoſe, who livein Communion 
with that Church, and own its Authority, muſt own it too. 
Thoſe who diſown this DoGtrine, fo fer diſown the Autho-> 
rity of the Church of Rowe, and may bethe better SubjeQs 
for being the worle Papiſts, which Ithink is no great Com- 
mendation to that Religion. | 
3. Now ſince Popes and Councils have decreed and 
thereby-defined the Depoling Dottrine, ani this Anſwerer 
does and mult believe the Church of Rowe to be the Catho- 
lick Church. 1 deſire to know, how he can avoid that Infe- | 
rence, That this Nepoſing Doctrine, ever finceit has beende- 1 
creed by Popes and Councils, has been the Doctrine of the | 
Church ? For is not the Church of Rouxe the Church ſtill, 
fince it decreed the Depoling DoQrine? and is nut a General 
Council, the RepreſentMive of-the-Church of that age, 
wherein this Council is held ? And are not the Decrees of 
ſuch a Council then the Doctrine of the Church ? No, ſays 
our Anlwerer, 7ao not underſtand, how the Church can be Anſwer to 
engaged, unleſs ſhe powe an thoſe Grounds, an which alone a the firſt 
Church as a Church, or Congregation of Faithful can proceed. 0 _ 
Which he there tells us, is a revelation. by Chrift, preſer- 
ved by an uninterrupted and uniform praQtice of the Faith- 
ful, that is, by that exploded Oracle of Infallible Tradition. 
But /f any, or all of thoſe, who make the Church believe not, or 
att on other grounds than theſe, T conceive they believe and att, 
not as a Church or as faithful, but as Men, or Scholars , or in 
ſome other Capacity. The truth is, when Councils leave 
their proper work, difining and declaring to Poſterity the Fatth 
received from their Anceſtors, and fall todiſcourſing, or rather 
atting on diſcourſes formerly made, they are not in ſtridt forma: 
lity, Councils, 1 mean in that propriety in which they are held 
| | | ro 
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to be Infallible, but men aſſembled to be a Council, and proceed- 

ing now, not as 4 Conmril , but as ſo inany men. And muſtthis 
paſs for good Catholick DoArine; that all the men in the 
Church may err, and yet the Church cannot err, which 
preſerves Infallibility in the Church by as grear a Miracle, 
as the /pecies of Bread and Wine in the Sacrament without a 
Subjet. But, I beſeech you, When are General Councils In- 
fallible ? When they decree and define?, what is Infallibly 
true. Right ! And thus the Convocation of the Province 
of Carterbury or Zork are as Infallible, as any General Coun- 
cil. Nay any private Chriſtian 1s as Infallible as-either, if 
he adhere toInfallible Tradirion. ButI thought it had been 
Catholick Dotrine, That a General Council are no longer 
to be con{idered as men, but as the-Church repreſentative, 
which is under the Condutt and Influence of an Infallible 
Spirit to ſecure them trom Error: But it ſeems even a Ge- 
neral Council mayerr; only then they err not as a Council, 
but as Men: but how ſhall we > ge when they are a 
Council, and when they are MenY Truly this is not to be 
known, till they have made their Definitions and Decrees; 


and then if they be agreeable to an wages , they 


acted as a Council, it not they were only Fallible Men. But 
who ſhall be Judge of this? Who is the Keeper of ithis C4d- 
tholick Tradition * Why every Man muſt judge for him- 
ſelf, /t is the ſence written in the hearts of the Faithful, and 
appearing in their Actions :The/Priting foretold by the Prophet, 
Jerem. 3. #n the bowels and hearts of the houſe of W{rael. And 
thus I hope in time our Quakers may be good Catho- 
licks. . 

The Sum then of his Argument, whereby he proves, That 
the Depoling DoQrine is not taught by the Church, though 
it be taught by Popes, and General Councils,is this, That 
the Pope isnot Infallible, atleaſt that his Infallibiliry is but a 
probable Opinion;That General Councils are not the Church, 
. but Fallible Men whea they err, and Infallible only when 

| they 
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they do not err; That though PopesandCouncilsand altehe 
Men in the Church teach this DoQtrine, yet the Church 
does not teach it. Now, Whether theſe Propoſitions be true 
or falſe, I enquire not, but deſire all good Catholicks to 
obſerve, That they muſt renounce the Infallibility and Au- 
thority of the Popes and General Councils: of the Church of 
Rome , or acknowledge the Depoling Dod@rine to be the 
Doctrine of the Church. 

This Diſtintion berween the Church and the Men of 
the Church , deſtroys all the Viſible Authority of the 
Church, and leaves every man at liberty to judge for him- 
felf, What is Catholick Tradition; which is fo looſe a Prin- 
ciple , that a Doctor of the Church of Z#-2/azd would be 
aſhamed of it; let them no more talk of a Viſible Church, 
if the whole Viſible Authority of the Church be nat the 
Church ; if all tholemen, in whom the teaching” andgo- 
verning Authority of the Church relides , whether Popes 
and Councils may teach ſuch Doctrines,and yer the Church 
not teach them; does the Church ceaſe to be a Church, 
when it teaches any thing contrary to Catholick Traditt-, 
on.? Then it ſeems there was no Church during all the 
time of thoſe Popes and Councils, which taught the Depo- 
ling DoQtrine; nor is there any Komaz Catholick Church to 
this day, wherein theſe DoCtrines are ſtill taught, and will 
be ſo, till thoſe Decrees of Popes and Councils be repealed, 
which teach theſe Do&trines : Or, are they a Church, and 
yet the Church not teach , what they, who are the Church, 
teach with all the Authority of a Church ? Or , are they 
a Church , and no Church, at the ſame time ? Is not the 
Sentence , which a Judge pronounces by the Authority: of 
a Judge, a Judicial Act, though it be contrary. to Law ? 
And by the ſame reaſon,Are not the Decrees of the Coun- 
cil, which is, the, Church repreſentative, the AQs of che 
Church , though they be contrary to Catholick Faith and 

Tradition ? Does a Judge ceaſe. to be a Judge, or the 
| Church 
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Church. to be the Church.,, when they: pronounce falſe '? 
And if not, Are not fuch falſe Judgments, or erroneous De- 
crees, the Acts of the Judge, or of the Church ſtill? Let 
him but tell me, Whether he will have a Church or no 
Church, and he ſhall find me very civil in granting either; 
but how this DoQrrine will reliſh with good Catholicks, I 
cannot guels. 

In ſhort theſe men, who will not allow the Depoſing Do- 
Qrine to be the Doctrine of the Church of Rome , though 
they acknowledge 1t to have been decreed by Popes and 
Councils, go upon thele Principles , | 

1. That Popes and Conncils may and have decreed ſuch 
DoQrines , as are contrary to Scripture , and Catholick 
Tradition. | 

2. That no good Catholick is bound to own ſuch Do- 
Qrines, though decreed by Popes and Councils. 

3. That the Doctrine of the preſent Church of Rowe, 
1s not the Doatine of the Catholick Church. 

| 4+ That men are good Catholicks not by adhering to 
the DoQtrine of the preſent Church of Rome, but of the 
Scriptures expounded by Primitive and Cathoiick Tradition, 
All this I firmly believe, they are'the very Principles on 
which our Reformation is fourided, and by which we juſti- 
fie our ſelves againſt the Innovations of the Church of Rowe; 
but though theſe principles will juſtifie the Reformation, yet 
they. will not prove , That this Depoling DoQtrine is not 
taught by the preſent Church of Rowe. 

| Let us theanow returnagain to our Remonſtrancer, and 
having got rid of the Ccuncil of Comftarce., and proved, 
That it is ſo far from condemning, that it hath approved and 
confirmed the Depoling Doctrine, What remains is nothing 
but Ioſfinuation, and Addreſs, without the leaſt appearance 
of an Argnment : but let us hear what it 1s; and. he pro- 
ceeds thus. | 
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their Loyalty, T think they ought no more in Fuſtice to be char- 
ged with difloyal Principles,for the extravagancy of ſome few of 
that waſt body, and thoſe cenſured and condemned too by them, 
than [am to be charged with the Principles of thelike Diſlojalty 
and Injuſtice,becauſe ſome of my Children have been for the Bull 
of Excluſion, and others who communicated with me,have writ- 
ten ſcandalous Pamphlets, Narratives, &C. tending to Treafon 
and Rebelling, 

This is ſpoke in the Perſon of the Church of Znglard, 
and a very fair Speech he has made for her, wherein there 
i5not any ons thing fairly repreſented. For 1. the Do- 
tor does not charge Loyal Papiſts with diſloyal Principles, 
only ſays, That the Popiſh Religionis not Loyal;bur it is poſſt- 
ble, that many Papiſts may not believe this to be the Do- 
&riae of the Church of Rome, as many of them profeſs not 
to do ; others may abhor the DoArine, and renounce the 
Authority of the Church of Ro-e 1a this particular, though 
they hold Communion with her in her Worſhip ; others 
may have ſuch a Natural and Inbred Loyalty, ſuch a Love 
to their Prince and Country, as antidotes them againſt the 
Infetion of bad Principles; now theſe men may be Loyal; 
as the Dotor acknowledges, and may act upon very Loyal 
Principles too, but they are not the Principles of the Popiſh 
Religion ; and there is ſome hazard, that while men em- 
brace a Religion, and own the Authority of a Church, 
which teaches the Depoſing DaXrine, they may be corrup- 
ted by their Religion, when there happens any competition 
between their Loyalty and Religioa ; which 1s all the 
Dotor aſſerted, and which any diſintereſted Perſon would 
have thought as inoffenſive as it is true. And ſince this 
Paſſage hasraiſed ſuch anunjuſt clamour againſt the Doctor, 
I ſhall only obſerve, what juſt reaſon there is for ſuch a Jea- 
louſie after all their declarations of Loyalty, in that (ſome 
very few excepted ) they obſtinately refuſe the Oath of Al- 
legeance, which there can be no colourable pretence for, 
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but thatthey will not forſwear theDepoſing DoQrine, ant 
there is reaſon to ſuſpect, That thoſe who will not. abjure ſo 
pernicious a Noctrine, may be perſwaded to practiſe ir, 
when time ſerves. Pope Pan! the Fifth, 2. 1606. by a 
Breve written to the Engliſh Catholicks; declared and 
taught them,as Paſtor of their Souls, That the'Oarh of Alle- 
geance,eftabliſhed-by Parliament 3. Zac. falv4 fide Catholi- 
ca, & ſalute animarum ſuarum preſtari nou poſſe, cum multa 
contineat, que fidet ac ſaluti aperte adverſantur ; cannot be ta- 
ken.wi:thout violating the Catholick Faith, and injuring the 
Salvation of their Souls, as containing many things, which 
are manifeſtly contrary to Faith and Salvation, Now as 
the Author of the Fir(t Treatiſe againſt the Oath of Allege- 
ance well obſerves(p.11.)thereare not init(-z/ta)many things 
to which this cenſure 1s pothibly applicable, unleſs this be 
ohe, That the Pope hath no power to. depoſe the King, or 
ablolve his Subjects trom tneir Oath of Allegeance. Now, 
when,in Obedicnce to the Pope , the Roar Catholicks to 
this day obſtinately refuſe this Oath, Is there nor reaſon to 
ſiaſpe&, that they are not clear in this point ? and then,let 
any man judge, whar ſecurity there is of their Loyal- 
TY. ; f , 

4 2.: He ſays it is unjuſt, That they ſhould be charged with 
Diſloyal Principles for the 'extravagancies of ſome few of tht 
vaſt body, and thoſe cenſured and condewned too by them. This 
I,muſt acknowledge would be very unjuſt, bur it is not true. 
Thole whom he calls a few, are no leſs than Popes and Ge- 
neral Councils, end their. moſt eminent Divines, School- 
men, Caſuifts, Canoniſts, for ſeveral agcs; who neither 
were, nor could be cenſured, becanie they were the High- 
eſt Authority in the Church ; whereas intruthit is only ſame 
few, who have taught the contrary, and'thoſe indeed have 
been cenſured andexcommunicated at Rome, as forne'Fo- 
kj: Chatholicks can inform him. -  -/ SITS 

3. He makes' the Church of Zaplaxd ſay, That'ſome.of 
| her 
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her Children were for the Bill of Excluſion. . If he would. 
have paſſed for a Church of Fz/azd man, he ſhould have 
obſerved a better Decorum in perionating the Chorch, and 
not have made her fay ſuch things, as no Ingenuous Papiſt - 
woyld affix to her. If ever the Loyalty of the Church of 
Erna was tried, itwas inthat Aﬀair, which ſhe had no 
other Intercſt, but a ſenſe of Duty,to oblige herto; and1 
know not any one man, who was firm and ſtedfaſt ro the 
Church, but was fo tothe Snecefſion too, though he under- 
went the Imputation ofbcing a Papilt, or Popiſhly inclined 
for it. It is ſuMiciently known, that the prevailing* party of 
thele Houſes of Commons, who were for the Bill of Exclu- 
ſion, were ready prepared to accommodcate and comprehend. 
away the Church of #r2/azd.; and he might, with equal 
truth, and honeſty have charged the Rebellion of 4.1 on the 
Sons of the Church of - Fz2/amd, as the Bill of Excluſion, 
Bur this is ſo barefaced a Calumny,that it contutes it ſelf, and 
ſhames its Author. | 

4. Lerus then confider, What comparifon there is between 
the caſe of the Church of Row, and of the Church of Z#xg- 
land; or,Whether there be the ſame reaſon to charge the 
Church of Z22/znd with. diſloyalty, that there 1s to charge 
the Church of Rowe. The Church of Rome teaches the De- 
poſing Dottrine by all the Authority that is in that Church); 
the Church of Z22/4azd teaches the ſ{trifteſt Obedience to 
Princes, without any reſerved cafes, and threatens eternal 
Damnation to all Rebels, how religious foever their Preten- 
ces are. Thoſe who teach the Depoſing Doctrine, ſpeak 
the ſenſe of the Church of Rome, are her rrue and genuine 
Sons; thole who allow Subjeds inany caleto rebel, contra- 
dit the Doctrine of the Church of Z#x2/and; and therefore 
it is as unjuſt to charge the Church of EFxzland, with the 
Treaſons and Rebellions, which are committed contrary to 
her declared Dofrine, as it isjuſt to charge the Church of 
Rome with ſuch praQtices,as ſhe her ſelf decrees and reaches. 
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If Roman Catholicks be loyal to a depoſed and excommu- 
nicated Prince, no thanks to the Church of Rome for it, who 
forbids them to be ſo. If any in Communion with the 
Church of #»2:/and be diſloyal, this is no fault of the 
Church, which teaches Loyalty. And fince he has been 
pleaſed to mention the Bill of Excluſion, I would deſire hint 
to tell me at his leiſure, What Roman Catholick Nation, 
Who had all the Power in their hands, would have ſuffered 
a Proteſtant Prince to have ſucceededquietly to his Throne ? 
We know how it tared with Hezry the Fourth of Fraxce , 
notwithſtanding 3* Parliament of Paris burnt A7ariana's 
Book, and what Fxriciaz Hereticks in thoſe days fignified. 
But our Church teaches better, and the true Sons of the 
Church practiſe better, and will never repent of what they 
have done, though they be unjuſtly reproached by Fana- 
ticks for:doing it, and as unjuſtly charged by as kind Re- 
monſtrating Friends,as any Rome affords,with oppoſing it. 
And now I come to his convincing Argument ; That the 
Papiits do not hold ſuch pernicious Doerines , That hz ſees ſo 
miny (Kings and Princes in other Countries no leſs jealous of 
their Lives and Authorities than others , who yet profeſs and 
maintain that Religion , and think themſelves ſecure by their 
Principles , when they daye not truſt the Calviniſt, The 
Church of Rome, you know, Sir, never wants Miracles,and 
it may be, this 1s none of the leaſt. For my part I dare 
not pretend to give a Reaſon, Why any man profeſſes that 
Religion, much leſs, Why Princes do fo; and yet it is not 
more impoſſible , that men ſhould maintain a Religion a- 
g41nſt their Intereſt, than believe contrary to their Sences. 
I ſuppoſe , it is as much againſt the Intereſt of Princes to 
be actually depoſed by Popes and Councils, as it is to profeſs 
a'Religion, which teaches the Depoſing DcQrine; and yet 
when Zezry the Fourth was depoſed by Gregory the VII. and 
Frederick the Second by Pope 7znocent the Fourth in the 
Council of Zyozs, and in ſuch other Inſtances of the aQtual 
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exerciſe of this Depoſing DoArine , neither the depoſed 
Princes and Emperors, nor other Catholick Kings, renoun- 
ced the Communion of the Church of Rome for it ; and 
if Kings can be contented to continue in.the Communion of 
that Church, which 2Rually depoſes Princes, nay, depoſes 
themſelves, ir does not ſeem to me ſo convincing an Argu- 
ment, That the Church of X:»e does not teach the Depoſing 
Doarine, meerly becauſe Princes, who are jealous of their 
Lives and Authority, hold Communion with it. _ ; 

If they can perſwade Princes, That there is no Salvation 
to be had in any other Church, thoſe w ho have a mind to 
be ſaved , muſt be contented to diſpenſe with ſome tempo- 
Tal Inconveniencies to ſave their Souls ; and indeed they 
have made the way to Heaven fo very ealie , that it may 
perſwade Princes,who love their Pleaſures, tobear with the 
Rudeneſs and Infolencies of Popes. And:yet no man ever 
denied, but the Papiſts may be very good SubjeAs to Popiſh 
Princes ; While they obey the Pope , the Pope « ommands 
their SubjeAs to obey them ; the only danger is, when the - 
Pope and the Prince are not of a fide , whom the Subjects 
ſhall obey then, the depoſed Prince, | or the depoling 
Pope ; and it isno greater wonder , that a Popiſh Prince 
can more ſecurely truſt his Popiſh Subjects , than Celvi- 
is , than that a Calviniſtical Prince places more confi- 
dence in his Calviniſtical Subjects, than in Papiſts, for 
generally, neither Papi/fs , nor Calviniſts, can endure any 
Prince but of theirown Religion 3 but now any Prince, 
whether Papiſts. or Calvini#s,may be ſecure in the Loyalty 
of the Church of Zxel/and , which reverences the Perſon 
and Authority of their Prince, whatever his Religion be. 

As for what he adds concerning our preſent King, (whom 
God long preſerve) there is leſs reaſon for him to fear 
the Depoling Doctrine ( though he did believe it to be the 
Doctrine of the Church of Rome) than for any other Ca- 
tholick Prince in the World. For as the caſe ſtands, it is 
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